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father and mother being dead did by indenture bearing like dare herewith agree to serve
Nathaniel Wilson of London^ Chapman, or his assigns foxr years in Maryland
and did thereby declare himself to be of the age of twer.%, years, a sir.gle person, no
apprentice, nor covenanted or contracted servant to any ether person or persons. And the
said Master did thereby covenant at his own cost, to send his said servant to the said
Plantation; and at the like cost to find him in all ntsessary clothes, meat, drink, washing,
and lodging, as other servants in such cases are usually provided for and allowed,
Allowed ly me at Guildhall
London this 3Oth day of March
1739'	(Sessions Papers, Guildhall)
 (106)	MacConnac, op. tit^ p. 101.
 (107)	Treasury Papers 47-9, 10,11. (Public Record O~ce.)
 (108)	In a year of fifty-four weeks from n December 1773 to 26 December 1774. In
1775 up to 17 July (after which, though perfunctory- returns cor.tinue to be made till 7
April 1776, there are no more bound sen-ants), the totals are: Maryland, 894; Virginia,
88; Philadelphia, 43, New York, 29.
 (109)	Sessions Papers^ April 1776. (Case of Quirforth, John and Jane Dennison.
Dennison was sentenced to one month's imprisonment, and to find security for good
behaviour for one year, Mrs Dennison and Quirforth to three months and to find security
for two years.)
(no) MacConnac, op. cit., and J. C. Ballagh, Wldte Servitude in Firgznia.
(in) According to Colquhoun, convicts were preferred because 'they generally were
more adroit and had better abilities than those who voluntarily engaged themselves to go
to America.' (Police of the Metropolis, 5th ed. 1797, pp. 299-300 n.) Priest says (1796)5
*The laws respecting the redemptioners are very severe, they were formed for the English
convicts before the Revolution.' (Travels in the United States of America^ 1802, p. 144.)
c£ J. C. Kurd, The Low of Freedom and Bondage in the United States, 1858, i, p. 220. 'The
legal condition of indented servants was essentially different from that of chattel slaves in
its origin and duration. . . . But notwithstanding this difference and the fact that laws were
enacted for their special protection recognizing them as legal persons, yet their general
condition and disabilities, during its continuance, seem in many respects to have been the
same., and much of the colonial legislation ... in reference to servants applied both to such
persons and to negro ?"H T-pcfian slaves.*
Some of the laws may be quoted:
New Hampshire, 1718. An act for restraining the violence of Masters towards their
Christian servants: * ... if any man smite out the eye or the tooth of his man-servant or
maid-servant or otherwise maim or disfigure them much, unless it be mere casualty, be
shall let him or her go free from his service, and shall allow such further recompense as the
Court of Quarter Sessions shall adjudge them". Pennsylvania, 1700. An Act for the better
regulation of servants: * A servant is not to be sold out of this government without his
consent, nor assigned over except before a justice. For every day's absence from his
service he is to serve five days longer term.' (This clause might well be an unfortunate one
for the servant. In the notorious Annesley case arising out of the kidnapping of the sup-
posed heir by his uncle's orders in Dublin in 1728, it appears that the boy, aged about
twelve, was sold in Pennsylvania for seven years, and as a penalty for running away did
not get free till thinwn years later. According to the Daily Post (12 February 1741)* h&
to escape 'but was retaken, and by a law of the country oblig'd for his

